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Chairman Olson and members of the Committee, thank you for this opportunity to appear before
you and testify in support of Senate Bill 170.

1 am a regulatory attomey at Wilkinson Barker Knauer LLP, based in Denver, Colorado, and
along with colleagues Ray Gifford and Greg Sopkin, have authored several white papers
regarding the state institutional issues with the Clean Power Plan. Ray and Greg both served as
Chairman of the Colorado Public Utilitics Commission, and the papers reflect their experience as
state commissioners and our collective experience working with the state environmental
department and state legislature on regulatory matters. In working through the white papers, we
identified several political, logistical, and practical problems that states will have implementing
EPA’s proposed rules. Summing all of these issues into a single sentence, the Clean Power Plan
is an energy policy, not a mere environmental rule, and this has significant consequences to
individnal states.

This conclusion also confirms the need for state legislation such as Senate Bill 170. Just last
week, Chief Deputy Attorney General Jeff Chanay comprehensively and exhaustively laid out
the legal infirmitics with EPA’s proposed rule before this Committee. As the Chief Deputy
General described, the legal authority issues are significant and will ultimately be decided by the
U.S. Supreme Court. Senate Bill 170 represents a prudent course of action between today and
when the U.S. Supreme Court ultimately rules upon the legality of the Clean Power Plan. It first
allows for judicial input, and if this judicial input results in the rule being upheld, it allows for
legislative input prior to submission of a state plan. Finally, it protects Kansas utility customers
and, among other things, allocates review and approval authonty to the Kansas Corporation
Commission (KCC), which has specialized expertise in this area.

Legislative approval is particularly important given that the proposed rule is an energy policy.
Elected officials with accountability to constituents can and should be integrally involved in any
state plan prior to submittal to EPA. The involvement of the KCC is also a key aspect of this
legislation. As the members of this Committee know given that Commissioner Emler and
Commissioner Apple both served as Chairman of this Committee and Chair Feist Albrecht has
an extensive background as an environmental and energy attorney and regulator, the KCC has
specialized knowledge and expertise that must be drawn upon in drafting, evaluating, and
approving any state plan pursuant to the Clean Power Plan. Senate Bill 170 achieves this goal by
requiring the KCC to review any state plan and providing important guideposts for that review,
including an emphasis on least-cost resource planning that will protect Kansas utility customers.

Senate Bill 170 also requires the KCC and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission to certify
that the implementation of any state plan will maintain electric reliability. Reliability has been a
significant concern following the issuance of the proposed rule, and attached to my testimony are
two of many analyses of these reliability issues. First, the Southwest Power Pool Regional State
Committee (SPP RSC), which includes KCC Chair Feist Albrecht as a member, has raised
significant concerns about the reliability implications of the proposed rule. The SPP RSC’s
concerns about impacts on reliability are summarized as follows: “1) the EPA madequately
considers electric transmission facilities in establishing the timeline for the interim goals in the
draft CCP; 2) the energy efficiency assumptions relied upon in the CPP are unrealistic and not
sustainable; 3) the CPP’s utilization of a 70% capacity factor for combined cycle units 1s



unsound; 4) the CPP’s failure to consider the availability of the materials and labor for
constructing the electric transmission and generation infrastructure required to comply with the
CPP proposed rule; and 5) the short time frame to meet interim goals by 2020 risks the reliability
of the bulk electric system.”

The North American Electric Reliability Council (NERC), a non-profit entity and international
regulatory authority aimed at assuring the reliability of the North American bulk power system,
and SPP have also raised significant reliability concerns beyond those raised by the SPP RSC.
Specifically, SPP performed a two-part Transmission System Impact Analysis and found that
“[a]s a result of the assumed EPA retirements with no resource additions, the SPP network was
so severely stressed by large reactive deficiencies that the software used in the analysis was
unable to produce meaningful results, which is generally indicative of voltage collapse and
blackout conditions.” The second part of its analysis, where SPP used optimal generation
resource plans and existing wind resources to mitigate any generation shortfalls, revealed
significant transmission overloads, including severe overloading in western Kansas: “These
overloaded elements were identified in the portions of six states — Arkansas, Kansas, Louisiana,
Missouri, Oklahoma, and Texas — that operate within the SPP region. Portions of the system m
the Texas panhandle, western Kansas, and northern Arkansas were so severely overloaded that
cascading outages and voltage collapse would occur.” NERC raised a number of reliability
concerns stemming from EPA’s assumptions for the four Building Blocks and “[d]eveloping
suitable replacement generation resources to maintain adequate reserve margin levels may
represent a significant reliability challenge, given the constrained time period for implementation
....7 I have attached a compilation of NERC and SPP comments to my testimony. I am neither
an engineer nor an electric reliability expert; however, these impacts and consequences should be
thoroughly examined by the Committee and relevant experts, and Senate Bill 170 accomplishes
these ends.

While much of the discussion around Senate Bill 170 may be whether it will result in the failure
to timely subrmnit a state plan and result in the imposition of a federal plan, the Committee should
also consider whether the state can submit an enforceable plan that relies on each of the four
Building Blocks at all. This investigation is imperative because a noncompliant state plan can
also result in the imposition of a federal plan. The primary difference between this scenario and
the Senate Bill 170 scenario is that the state will have expended significant resources in
developing the state plan and reached the same result, i.e., a federal plan.

Enforceability is one of the four general criteria EPA will consider in evaluating state plans. The
proposed rule provides as follows: “The EPA is proposing to evaluate and approve state plans
based on four general criteria: 1) enforceable measures that reduce EGU CO; emissions; 2)
projected achievement of emission performance equivalent to the goals established by the EPA,
on a timeline equivalent to that in the emission guidelines; 3) quantifiable and verifiable
emission reductions; and 4) a process for biennial reporting on plan implementation, progress
toward achieving CO; goals, and implementation of corrective actions, if necessary.”
Enforceability and state institutional authority i1ssues arise for Kansas and may not allow the state
to submit a state plan that can be approved by EPA. With regard to Building Block 1, this
source-based regulation falls within the traditional authority of the Kansas Department of Health
and Environment (KDHE). However, the so-called ‘outside the fence’ elements of the proposed



rule are more problematic. Building Block 2 is inapplicable in Kansas because there are no
natural gas combined-cycle units subject to the Clean Power Plan in the state. KDHE has no
enforcement authority over Building Block 3 (renewable energy deployment) and Building
Block 4 (energy efficiency), and has notified EPA of this limitation in its comments on the
proposed rule dated November 17, 2014.

KCC has authority under existing state law to enforce the state renewable energy standard, but
that authority is limited to only investor-owned utilities and electric cooperatives. Because
municipal utilities are not subject to the renewable energy standard of 20 percent by 2020, there
is an enforcement gap and the KCC lacks jurisdiction over all utilities with regard to Building
Block 3. If renewable energy adoption is relied upon in any state plan as a CO2 reduction
measure, EPA may find that these measures are not enforceable; even if EPA somehow managed
to determine that these measures are enforceable notwithstanding the authority issues, this would
raise equity concerns since utility customers of investor-owned utilities and electric cooperatives
would bear all of the costs associated with these CO; reduction measures while municipal utility
customers would bear none.

Building Block 4 is even more problematic from an enforcement standpoint, and KDHE
summarizes the issue clearly and concisely in their comments to EPA:

The Kansas legislature passed House Bill 2482 in the 2014 session. The new law
provides utilities the opportunity for cost recovery for demand side management
programs. It establishes a voluntary program that is in the initial stages of
implementation. It has no comphance provisions that could be adapted nto a state
111(d) plan. Transitioning from a voluntary program in its developmental stages
to regulatory program with hard targets to meet the interim goals contained in the
proposal would be a great challenge.

In addition to being a challenge, it would almost certamly require new legislation. KDHE
properly points out that absent enforcement authority and non-voluntary compliance provisions,
these measures cannot be relied upon in a state plan because they do not meet EPA’s
enforceability criterion.

The practical realities of moving forward given these state institutional issues and enforcement
gaps are stark. Both KDHE and the KCC have statutorily-defined authorities implicated by the
Clean Power Plan. Either of these agencies (or another state agency) may find themselves put in
a position where operating outside delegated powers 1s a potential (though problematic) course
of action. For example, KDHE, through new state regulations implementing the Clean Power
Plan, could be positioned as the de facto electric resource planner for the state, overniding the
KCC’s statutory authority and creating an unsanctioned regulatory paradigm that 1s the inverse
of that contemplated under existing state law. This approach puts agencies at risk of acting
outside of their statutory delegation of authority, and any action based on powers not conferred
by statute is ultra vires and invalid. Any ultra vires action subjects the state to significant
litigation 1isk.

Merely incorporating the proposed federal regulations by reference will not remedy the wiltra
vires action issues and authority and enforcement gaps described above. EPA’s proposed



regulations at 40 CFR Subpart UUUU do not provide any ‘outside the fence’ authority for a
regulatory agency that does not separately possess this authority under state law. 40 C.F.R. §
60.5750, as proposed, allows the administrator of a state air quality program to “mclude existing
requirements, programs and measures” in a state Section 111(d) plan. 40 CFR § 60.5740(6)
requires “[a] demonstration that each emission standard is quantifiable, non-duplicative,
permanent, vertfiable, and enforceable with respect to an affected entity.” Read together, an
existing program such as an energy efficiency standard or renewable energy standard may be
relied upon, but state law must provide an enforcement mechanism. Kansas state law does not
provide comprehensive enforcement mechanisms for activities under either Building Block 3 or
Building Block 4, as described in earlier in my testimony.

This closing discussion 1s meant to illustrate the very real state institutional issues that exist
should the state attempt to move forward given the state of existing law. EPA may impose a
federal plan if a state plan with any of the enforcement issues and compliance deficiencies
described above is submitted to the agency, and merely submitting a state plan does not provide
protection from the possible imposition of a federal plan.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify in support of Senate Bill 170, and I welcome any
questions.



EET]
PRAINDIL 2 JHAN SHIDIISHO? PHUDHHOLAUS
uo paspg SudjSAs pBirols puy auggadpd so8 i pun wnsds saniod g 21 fo SpSSISSY widisds HBPV0AG UOIIPYY i ‘wopsusdxa wizisds Aivssovan pun Supuvyd prorSosaiu s
safuafpngo proyfjusts uantd Gy aq sou v gq Canssaoou oq [ sproffy Supeavyd puorSas puodag uoyivadooa PUn UOUDUPI00D pijuspradusy o safus[ieys Aoarep pur L[ddns ze8 qm
SUOIIPUOD PRO] LSIULM SUSIXS BULIND speworqoad aq pInoa searnosal payy sed [eangeu mau Supsn vosuedys sonosaz Jeido SaUMSSH JRY) OLIBUS0S BY) UGAT] "INO00 SPUAWdIESI Jojeisuad pajosfoad
5,V J1 suompuos yeed momuims upp Lu[iqenar ureiurewn ol AIBSSaoou 94 [[1 vosuzdxo uosSSIsey U UONEBISUSE MU JHT) 123[3 AI0A J1 ORI JuSLISSASSY SRp uz sHurpuy sy, [uotsnjouas)]

‘PTOT VLMD 1°0T PR 0707 W MD 97 Alersuirxoadde jo Aousrogap Loedes uonetouad e wuessidar swiieur oamosal

paredonue 983y, U] 0] SANUS ULAIDS PEO] JUSIOYSP JO JaquInu oty JUisesIul ‘bz0Z Uk %0+~ O) [|B) PINoM UIBInu AIIsaI pajediomnee 531 3613 PURO). 44§ ICWIAING HZ0T UL MSIDYEP 3G
pInom su ‘sustuaimior poz{oad 8,V JH 9y A9 pajordir s19quizur FUIALS-PEO| USMNOY 844G JO N0 Jusrsanbal uidiew cA1e8a1 WINUIUINT ING MO[2q 946°8 ST UDIUM ‘%/ " 01 [[Bf p[nom uiSisw
DAI9591 5.4 dS “0TOT AG 181 Pamols JUSWISSOSSY DU L, "V 9Y) Ag pa1asfold siuawainal o) S8 [[aM S8 'SUOLIPPE pue SJUBLIINA1 10)215U08 pouueld APUSLIng ‘518E2310] PEO| JuslIN PazZInn JdS
‘WEIBW 241381 S [ d§ U0 SJUsaIa) ()07 Perelond ayy Jo swedurr ay) Bunen)eas uf *Apondes uoneisned efepdordds yim 1sew o) wepd 18t seiIqIsudsol BUTAIDS PRO] YA IOQUISI (S A10AD
U1 %9°€1 JO uatualnbal mB1e 2413521 LINWHIML & S¥1 ]S "WISIBW 5418801 §,ddS U0 SJUawanel (104 parselord oy jo sjuedui] 91} pajen[eA® WoTISsassy ot L [sisATewy Soenbapy samosay]

(poppe stserdwo) wnaze pprom asdugos a8npod pun safmno Sugpnases POPBONIAL A]DIDADS OF DIDM SUSUBIAY HADYTIOU PUB SUSHDY WIISHN ‘Dipunyund

SBXAT i) U WSS 214 f0 SUOPLOT HOYTL J 1§ 211 wlpion oppaado 1) — SPXDT pUB PRHIGYDINO TANOSSIFY VHOISINGT] ‘SHSUDY ‘SUSHINAY — Sapms Xis fo suoptod oyt wp parfitap; deam

SHIBRUT PIPHONIAG 523 ] "SJUBIISD PIPEOISAO §E PI[BOADI JUILISSASSE [-N UY "(OSTIALJO 1ed LISYIN0S OY) U1 S[[EFLIONS 04I9S 0} PASVDIOU] SI3M K[ Jo jaed wsou o) pus JJS W uonesuss
puts FUNsg *Jd§ wyis sEpIoys oneisuad sjefnu o) socinosal putas Sunsmea su [[am s8 48 of 9|qu)reae supfd soanesor uonelauad [eumdo 15e1e] oty PZINN VIS, 891 JO 126 [z 118d VISL]

(poppa sisuyduwa) wwoye0

\LIAISES PUB SEXAT, UF PAUNQ] 0JoM SILOUS[OLLAP S[qRIOT 180U ), ‘SISATRUE S1y) Aq PIHUSP] JJS Uk seousoep Jamod oanoees agy SMOYS ¢ SINBL] "SIUNUDINAL J0IRIGUST VT Pa[apOW ot} (o}
Supnsor sUORIPUOD JoE)U) WIKSAS FULNP HLAI00] JIS S13 Uf $H19USI0 ISP SANDEAI 1O VAN 007°C Ajareurxodde sayrotpuL ssATUE SHY) “AOMGH “Moday Suy ur paussaxd 10U aXg puR )RIMooR 10U
a1t s[a4a] oA pue sFuipro; jucwdimbs s6 yons S101EAIPUL L11|1qre1 ‘SIcIRIBUAR JO S 2ANoRI Fuisealow AJ[eragnae Jo aimau ArqaR 817) J0 951B00g SUOLIPUOD 19E)UT WSAS Surmp [apown
3 0) ueyanpord oARoeaT 10 YV AI 007's Al runxordde Surppe 4q sinsal [ronAleue aa 1UOE 03 27q8 A[[EU2A0 SeM PUE WANSAs oY U0 SI07RI000T SUINIEIIST 18 SILUY SANOESL paseaaou pajapowt
ddS "BNSAL [2H)4]BUE DG 03 13PI0 UL SHIHIPUOD jHoYINIG PU asdjioa a8oion fo vapoapur Ay iouss 8¢ oy “sppsad pfRugamaci axiposd oF spgmun sea Sy oyl ur posu aanmgfos

PUT IR SORUDIILDP PAYOVIL DELN] K POSSIYS (J24BADS O5 SUM YIONIIU Jf§ DR SUCHIPPD F0ANOSIL OU HHM Spponddd Y g if patnssy i fo gusad v S| ey vISL]

‘USSR V i SSOIPPE 0] 7 1B
UF pasin suoRdwINgsE SAEAIASU0D Pk nolsuRdxa vonviauad [eupdo oy eudsap ‘paskazout Afjemoe jng “pareBliu 10U 31am S3Nss| 0y L “sanss] {IGRI[21 JROYILBIS poynuApL VS.], oy Jo sued qlog

‘EUBISINGT pUR SBSUBNIY

j SU0FFos JURILSp WS 280Y) 0) OFIIA WO SIAJSURD JO M A 0007 P1avid o) pasearour a12m OSTIA U[ S00110891 pUis “A)[euchippy siuowiaanal pajoaford v g oy Uo paser) 1uoreyap Aordeo og
PIUOA oY) BUEISINOT DUE SESURNLY Ul 52018 10008(DE 0} (S WO} S13JSURD JO M 0007 Hoddns pue JJS ur peof oa1es 0] AN 000¢ Ar2rempxoidde £q pasworout a1am JJ5 W sjuzpd Sunsixa v sj9a9]
UOHEISTSE PULM, "[3PCU 8 Jd§ W MIN 00¢ A[orepxordele 1 pegoredsp atem sI01BI15USE puim M0 PUE A JA 009°C Apremnxoadde ye poyoredstp

a1am ([,0) suigam uonsnquios pue (7)) #1642 pourqucs Suipnjour ‘sionuausd su8 mop ‘wopeness Junute|d uojssiusuey 1wak-gr §,JJ8 Moddns o) padojassp sueid aoInosal ue poseq suolEeo]

up paoe1d atasm j9potE sy 0} PApPR S107BIANAT B1 [, SUSWIBI PR VId S JO Auofun oy 1850 0 poyaedsip puw uozBal 8. | dS UMM Pappe axom (7 21814 225) SICIBINST puIM put pour)-seF

Mo A[[unonppy 'seere BulpuRolns pug uoiFal (J§ o Ul sjuamaImor parealoxd s, v wapel o) PALIpOW apoty yesd 1omwns Jno-1ea4-g| pejepda ue Suisn pounojiad suam YIS 9yl JO 7 Meg

"ddS WA ST[RJILONS Jamod SATISRal JOJ UNOOIE 0) PUE SUOHIPUCD 0w} WAJSAS I5plll [powt soly omod 3]qra[os A[[eunumy o A[qEua 0] AIRSSIOOU ST PISLAIOU 218 810j6I3UST Furuituol uo
S| 1amod oAnousy "seamk Bulpuneims pur voidal J S & w sjuoweral paacford s, v gy 1901321 09 PRLFIpOU [3pOL Yead FoLUWNS IN0-1va4-(] JUANND ¥ Juisn patwiopiad sem VST oY1 10 1 Hig

[z 11eg pum [ 11eq] sisAjeuy 1oudw) wmsdg vorssimsuel ),

[¥107 ‘g 10qoj0( — SBTISSOSSY KRR ddS
Aipqonay N O &

ﬂ
oy (p)T11 uonoas pasodord ydi - siuawwo) Ljiqerfay




Buydwal uanboiy sxop “A[Iqedeo urduitl put Hoddas sAIIEE J0 JUILOWE USRS B ALleuse alnbal os[e [[Ia [$300N083] 2[quIIta 7] SuHA JO UOHEIUSd 9818 ¥ :[¢ yoorg Furpiing]

"0Z0T Aq Anrordro aa1nosa1 paje(al do surjedid panmbs: ppr 0 sum [ epiaoad pinos souyawn 5y pasodoad 2y}, "soiates W (SHUN [D/DDN

“83) Aimordes justiooeidas Buroepd of uonippe ) ‘Ayordeo surpadid (euomippe Pling pus ‘aoueuy ‘Aroudes yaenuoo udts Juuiad ‘vrid 0) sreak Al 0 sa1y1 AYw I $8 |BINLID OS[E §3 SUSIISAAU]
859t JO Surut], 440 #y3 Jo Juapuadopur pue pajasford se Bupanoze A][eIeusd st Si—omol SN [B00 PRCTasEq JI0W 58 PAPIRU aq (4 SUCHIppE Atordes sunpadrid srowr puk ‘pauieNsuod AaIIng
ST puejig moN uf Aidedia suiadig "ddo) 84 01 40P Puewop seF [RIRIBY posEaIsUL BuijpuBy 10 sjenbepeur 31k RPRASN PUR FUOZITY UT SAINSNLYSEIUL auyjadrd pauuw[d pue juauno ‘s[dumxs us sy

"SIAUSSaSSE Lrapuodopisiul 2110aje-5e8 108921 Uy porBiudiy sey DWAN

Yorys ‘peperdap aq Avwr woisAs 21 oju) 1mg APUSLING ST IV UONBOLISISATP [a0) Pl Kauar[ssl oy ‘uonmIaueg pony-sed-jemieu no asugipl 1o1eaIF ynp (g anFLD) Anpiqenear uoneRusd paiy
~SUB-JRImeU 01 park]al s8I o50dxd pue Aii|IqRIal S WrNE 0 [enuegod oY) SABY SIOTIPUSS JOUIESM SLUSITKE TiEIdAQ saInmeiadms) Moj pue sensst Asalap |90 Jo 1|NS8) B Se ‘si0erouaf pour-ses
-Texyeu oy Apspnatied “xeroa Jejod sy) Bulnp paaasqo oxom sa3eimo pasioy pajoadxe-ue-zeudil ~Aroudes peay-seB-jrimun 307 Afjeoadse Kunqeeae Jeny uo syzedur; J9sa1p pey saanisradwa
prea jo spotiad papusixe moy jo ajdiuexs U8 S8 paAIS Xe10A JE[0G 041, 'UO[IAINONIRIU] ST TON] A[qE[IZAR $1 110ddns s8a) pue BaN: opiM € 1091 SUONIPUOD USIM A|IRNDRIRd—SUOTPUCD

JeUIEaM ALaIIXs aBRIPTL 01 AiI[Iqw s Ausnpur ov) soBua|[eyo seamesediue) mo] pus ATIqepEAE Tonrmuod pay-sud udamieq diysuoneai sy 61 xouoa Iujod 107 2 FuNp pealasqo sy '$95IN0S
1914 J© UORROLISIBAID 8, ANStpul og) uluassal 9Igs sy aleselaooe Joynny o) sosodoid gy oy ‘i a0snosar sy Uy Wiys Buciuo pue ua1ms s Fupepisuo) 'S1D) PUR DDA PoII-ses-[zmiea

2q 0] patedionuz £[a8Ie] ‘070z Aq $501N053L [900 PAINSY JO ML) COT JO 8103 B 508dAT 0 peatt [t Ausnput 1amed ay) (SLYI 01 onp Apsow) gzpz Aq aapat o) paounouum Apeaare Ayrerded [vod
apgydouren Jo 0 ¢ 9y Suipnjour ueyp, dd;y posodoid a1 Jo spedun 33 0 0P (TOT A4 e [[I Kytordes [80o sjejdounzu Jo Mo 6 [SUCHIPPE UE 1Y sepeLInse a4 oy, [z 3oorg Suping]

‘uoiyeIoual paay-|18s0) pastpes ygnoryy A[uewd ‘pannbal aq pines soimseow UDNANDAL UOIBD [BUONIPPE *PANIRYR 54 10ULR0 SAEL MOIT A0U0IdN)e AB1U8 POUMSSE-y T o) )] “xarduoa

a1e wondunsse snp Jo suonest|di oy L, ‘vonEuswldu Jo7 potiod aum pautansuos a1y usAs8 sBusey A11quI[al NUEsLINE!S € Juosoadal ATl ‘SustusouRyS LUDLSSIUISUET] Pa)oad¥e Sy) Sk [[am

§8 ‘SUCHIPPR $R0SA 213 Buonnsuoy *** (707 SOy SujuLys puksp Liemjoe [#10) WA fpuemap L1omos)e usy 181587 Modd [[1a Aoualorje A3105 Jey) sommsse vy o ‘uotsuedxa Lovuaroyye
Af1ouo aa1ssaidBe qons YU AL ‘6707 AQ 2K/ L, ORE [PRE PUB Q70T W aboAAM T, 801 ©1 “Z1OT Ul AL, 7T oy stwmfod sfurass Kouaragga £31su0 puedxs Apider pipom Ansnpn pur smers
1 JeY) SIWNSSE Y YL ' SU0ZHOY asn-ydn) Funnp Ajjeaadso ‘seorates se8 [eInjer papasu umiqo o} ATiqe s Ansnpuy apospe 2y epadut ssfusjjeye Aouspuadopraul aujosts pue el Surmold
pum sjuensuoo aufjadrg - wonwuswopdig Loy popod Wy paniensuod ay; uaAld ‘aFus[jeyd Anpiqeral JuRdITuBLs # Juesdsdar Arur §10A9] UIAIE 5410801 HRNDOPE UIGIULE 0] S60J1089T UCTIRIANSS
1oazabydar arqrims Burdo[ass(] ojgEAAIYOELN 5q M sacid suoydwnsss ot 31 SATIBAIDSU0D 0q) ABTU 211 Pasodoad s, (7 oup U1 PAYNUSPT SJUSUSIN0 P2JBILInS: Jo Joquint 211, {z 3¢ 1 uondQ

Jo suonmuawaydui [rueior 1o a1e)s o Jwpuadap) 07T A9 MD i | Pur 801 Ueaaoq £q paonpar 2q pnom Ajoudes uonkIsueS uauissassy jopduf AlopmSay s, v4m oy o Surpicasy ‘[[eiouan] DHAN

AARa K1ajes piqerray,, v Jo vopdope ( pue {pajonmsucs pus pagnusps aq o aImPNYSRYU] SER Pue OLNoo[s ALSSaoon
SY1 407 19p10 wr oouer[duios oy eynpayos pasedord ay) Jo Uorsuae (¢ ‘wasks OLO3B(O H|NQ S UOTEL ) JO ANF] LIS 33 U0 2ARY (I I posodoad st siorduur oy 1o siskjeue uopuadapum
puz aalsuoyardwes ‘pajimep v Jo vatodwos (7 U Pue Vi o4 Aq patosuods Ajymol SSUDIOITOD [EDIUYIRN JC SN2 B (| ISUONRPUAUMODAI No) Buiptacad 81 49 ([T 0 suonEpuatmmosay |

‘POpasU Uy woneAn axnber pue ueid o11s st 1o uonzusweidut woty Supnses senssy ANNYBIoI WSS 0929 ARN[EAd
01 880002d # apopouy suerd 2ws 1 anmbar puom yoroadde up gong ‘aing [eul 2yp oyur pojesodicous aq prnoys ‘40 pasodoid oy Jo asesjes o1 zond [rino;) o, L/QS] 24 Aq posadans su | aamea
A1aj8s ANN1quiDa,, B ‘INONDSRIIUL AIRSSEONU [0 WOIDIIISLOD PuB JaJ STR jd dojeazp 0y popasu Su1eq aw 216 0) WOHIPPE U] :[rRUN0D OLYW/OSI woey Koauoo sajea Lajes Lunqerar Susserppy ]

AIOIBIY

TUS921 W UOLTR €, J S WIYIIM SOWIL STLOSOUING PAdUSLIddXe Usaq 9ARY (oI A ‘AII[IGE[IEAE 20110801 PULA PAAIUL JO 83U 10 SUONIPUGS Xo0a Jefod pur 1yEnoip se yans ‘soLeusds eonus A[Eyusiod
Too SurInp sawsdL (IO posodold oty Jo joediur 9g PRN[EAS 10U SR 5 ‘uonipuoa yead Jalwns sy Jewron,, ¢ Funnp ssuodsal walsks a1ms-Apesls JO UONRI[EAS Anqerpaa e

ue wiojiad o} a[qe woeq A[Uo sBY JJS "PrOT O $50) 4o vopdnLIMu; Juesyuds o) prd womod oty Fupsodxo pue spiepue;s Ajt[Iqepor Arorepuri s, J3TAN JO Sucejola ul Bunmsat ‘uoidat 75 &yl

Ul PLIB UOISSIISUGT) 210010 o1 Jo uonemado sfqeias spaduw |im 47 pasedosd U JeL TES|D ST I JUSUSSasse 10vdull A)IIquIaI 8, J 4§ vo pasey :[sied[rue A)jrqeyan jo odoos papuw SurssaIppy]

" SpIRpURIS AN[IqEIAL DYAN JO SUOHR[OLA puk prof jo ssof Junayuits w) Bupnsos sysu Arjiquror praadsaprin 01 3f avodxo PO e (¢ 2nB14 925) SHIDUIIOSP SANILL OWDIINS 1N
prnoa pus ramod 313 ‘sjuoweaodul) s2SLISEI UONBISUSS PR UOISSIWSUER: a)Sibal JUasqe 1000 0} 310/ SIIDWAINAT (1£)H PAWNSSE S JI JeL)) SjedIpUT LOREARAD 106dUIT We)S4AS UomssiusuEn
33 Jo wred 15114 o) JO SHNSSY ‘POIPIYS SOLIBUSOS [I0Q 13PN $OIUALINDI0 SFEITGA MO{ PUE SPEOJIBAC [eunat) snedwny soustiadys [[im ToIFer 48 aUT, iz 1ed pus | 12 V1SL Swsssippy]

[FT0Z "6 88190 — STmToy Vodl

e T

sy (P) 11T uonaag pasodoid ydd ~ syuawiwo) Aiqeray



Regional _
state Committee

FBB THE S(lllTHWEST POWER POOL

November 24, 2014
VIA ELECTRONIC FILING

Gina McCarthy, EPA Administrator
Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Ave NW
Washington, DC 20460

Re:  Docket ID No. EPA-HQ-OAR-2013-0602

Dear Administrator McCarthy:

This letter is submitted to the United States Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA™) on behalf
of the Southwest Power Pool Regional State Committee (*SPP RSC” or “RSC”). The SPP RSC is an
independent Arkansas nonprofit corporation comprised of state retail regulators from states within the
SPP footprint, including Arkansas, Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Texas. As
a part of SPP’s governance structure, the RSC provides input on matters pertment to the participation of
Members in SPP, as well as having certain delegated authorities.! The purpose of this letter is to convey
some of the RSC’s comments on the “Carbon Pollution Emission Guidelines for Existing Stationary
Sources: Electric Utility Generating Units” (“Clean Power Plan” or “CPP”) proposed rule that was
published in the Federal Register on June 18, 2014. By submitting these comments, the RSC is not
taking a position on whether the EPA has legal authority to promulgate the CPP, nor are these comments
intended to be an all-inclusive list of concerns, nor are they to be viewed to limit in any way comments
individual states or state stakeholders may submit.

The RSC is concemned about the impacts on reliability and the timeline associated with the
interim goals in the CPP proposed rule. In particular, the RSC is concerned that: 1) the EPA
inadequately considers electric transmission facilities in establishing the timeline for the interim goals in
the draft CCP; 2) the energy efficiency assumptions relied upon in the CPP are unrealistic and not
sustainable; 3) the CPP’s utilization of a 70% capacity factor for combined cycle units is unsound; 4) the
CPP’s failure to consider the availability of the materials and labor for constructing the electric
transmission and generation infrastructure required to comply with the CPP proposed rule; and 5) the
short time frame to meet interim goals by 2020 risks the reliability of the bulk electric system.

Transmission Considerations

The RSC is concemed that the modeling efforts supporting the CPP proposed rule did not
adequately and accurately account for the electric transmission system, as the EPA’s models considered

! See Southwest Power Pool, Inc., Bylaws, First Revised Volume No. 4 § 7.2,
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generation and load, but not the transmission infrastructure necessary. This approach by the EPA is not
an accurate portrayal of how our nation’s electrical system works.

Energy Efficiency Assumptions

The CPP assumed a 1.5% annual retail goal for incremental growth in efficiency savings. This
goal assumes that states and industry would greatly expand energy efficiency savings programs. The
RSC 1s concerned that this goal is not achievable. First, many states do not have enabling legislation in
place requiring energy efficiency goals. Without the necessary legislation to implement such goals, it is
unreasonable to assume that this goal will be met. Second, some states have already undertaken
significant actions to reduce electricity consumption through state-specific energy efficiency programs.
In those states, it will be difficult to achieve further increases, making it unfair to impose the same
standard on all states. Finally, if the energy efficient reduction goals are not achievable, it will require
that additional carbon reductions are realized from the other “building blocks” contained in the CPP
proposed rule.

Combined Cycle Capacity Factor

The EPA assumed that existing natural gas combined cycle (“*NGCC”) units can be dispatched
with a 70% capacity factor. The RSC has concerns with the achievability of this assumption. The
ability to run NGCC units at 70% has not yet been studied. Therefore, the reasonableness of this
assumption is unknown. Additionally, it is unknown whether there is sufficient electric transmission
and gas infrastructure in place to operate these units at that level. To help put this in context, in 2013
gas units in the SPP footprint operated at around a 28% capacity factor, which is well below the 70%
assumption used by the EPA in the CPP proposed rule. Finally, the EPA used the nameplate capacity of
NGCC units to make this determination instead of using the net dependable capacity, which would be
more indicative of the actual capabilitics of NGCC units.

Availability of Materials and Labor

The RSC believes there will be significant clectric transmission and gas infrastructure build-out
required over a short amount of time to meet the 2020 interim goal of the CPP. The RSC believes that
the EPA should have considered the impact this build-out will have on the availability of the necessary
materials and labor force in the development of the draft CCP. As a result, the RSC has concerns
surrounding whether there are sufficient materials and labor available to meet these standards and
believes these issues should have been considered by the EPA. In addition, the RSC has concerns about
the impacts this demand will create on the cost of labor and materials — costs that will ultimately be
borne by ratepayers.

Timeframe for the Interim Goals

Based on the apalysis performed by SPP,” it is reasonable that additional electric transmission
infrastructure will be needed to accomplish the requirements of the CPP proposed rule in light of the
projected retirements of existing generating units. In the SPP footprint it takes up to eight years to plan,
approve, construct, and place electric transmission facilities in service. This eight-year planning and
building cycle does not provide enough time to construct the electric transmission infrastructure needed
to maintain reliability and meet the interim goal in the CPP by 2020. In other words, the RSC believes

* SPP’s Comments were filed with the EPA on October 9,2014. A copy of SPP’s analysis is available on the SPP website at:
http://www.spp.org/publications/CPP%20Reliability%20Analysis%20R csulis%20Final%20Version. pdf.
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that the interim goals require a choice between meeting the CPP’s proposed standards and maintaining
reliability. The current timeline in the CPP proposed rule does not provide enough time to accomplish
both. Because of the large magnitude of reduced carbon emissions required early in the 2020 interim
goal compliance timeframe, the RSC believes that an extension of the interim goal is necessary. An
extension of the 2020 date would allow more time for constructing any needed electric transmission and
generation infrastructure, which would allow reliability of the bulk electric system, an electric system
that 1s central to this nation’s economy and way of life, to remain intact.

In conclusion, the RSC appreciates the opportunity to provide its comments on the EPA’s CPP

proposed rule.

Sincerely,

Southwest Power Pool Regional State Committee

Donna L. Nelson, Chairman
Public Utility Commisston of Texas
President, SPP RSC
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Patrick H. Lyons, Commissioner
New Mexico Public Regulation Commission
Secretary/Treasurer, SPP RSC
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n Lichter, Chairman
Neb aska Power Review Board
Member, SPP RSC
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Steve Stéll, Commissioner
Missouri Public Service Commission
Member, SPP RSC
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Dana Murphy, Commissioner
Oklahoma Corporation Commission
Vice President, SPP RSC
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Shari Feist Albrecht, Chairman
Kansas Corporation Commission
Member, SPP RSC

Olan Reeves, Commissioner
Arkansas Public Service Commission
Member, SPP RSC




